In Eleme, an Ogonoid (Benue-Congo, Niger-Congo) language of southeastern 3 Nigeria, the principles underlying the morphosyntactic distribution of affixes 4 indexing subject are highly complex and idiosyncratic. Perhaps the most 5 intriguing of these idiosyncrasies concerns the different positions occupied by 6 suffixes marking second-person and third-person plural subjects in Auxiliary 7 Verb Constructions (AVC) and Serial Verb Constructions (SVC). A typical 8 example of an AVC paradigm in the language finds a second-person plural 9 subject marked by a suffix -i on the lexical verb (1a), while in a comparable 10 construction with a third-person plural subject, the suffix -ri is found on the 11 auxiliary (1b). 2 In both cases, the person of the subject is also indicated as a 12 prefix on the auxiliary, in this case the Anterior auxiliary bere. Only second-13 person plural and third-person plural subjects are indexed by agreement 14 suffixes in Eleme. 'They used to slaughter goats. ' 3 4 Contrastively, in SVCs, both second-person plural and third-person plural 5 are marked as suffixes on the first verb in the sequence, while subsequent 6 verbs are only marked for agreement if the subject is second-person plural 7 (2a). In these examples, the person of the subject is also indicated as a prefix 8 on the first lexical verb in the construction. 9 10
(2) (a) o -s -i fo -i n da (b) e -s -ri fo n da 11 2-go-2PL plant-2PL food 3-go-3PL plant food 12 'You (PL) went to plant food.' 'They went to plant food. ' 13 14 This asymmetric system of participant reference marking is unlike more 15 typical agreement systems in that it is characterised by INTRA-PARADIGMATIC 16 VARIATION (i.e. paradigm internal variation) in the distribution of agreement 17 suffixes and the rules that underlie their realisation. 4 Since this variation 18 occurs across a person distinction, it is partly determined by the person 19 FEATURES involved in the agreement relation within a particular syntactic 20 environment or DOMAIN. However, because the distribution of the suffixes 21 also varies depending on the construction type, this lack of uniformity is also 22 conditioned by what can be a TARGET for agreement (i.e. the element that has 23 its form determined by the agreement relation). The intra-paradigmatic 24 variation of interest here concerns the target or host of agreement morphology. 25 In this sense, it is only the second-person plural and third-person plural forms 26 that are affected by intra-paradigmatic variation. 27 CONTROLLERS of agreement (i.e. elements that determine agreement) are 28 typically either a clause internal NP or a discourse determined argument. In 29 CANONICAL AGREEMENT (Corbett 2003 (Corbett , 2006 features shared by the controller 30 and target have matching values and agreement occurs within a local domain. 31
In both (1) and (2) the controllers of agreement are absent from the clause and 32 the domain is non-local; overt subject NPs or independent pronouns are 33 incompatible with the subject prefixes in such clauses. In (2a) the targets of 34 agreement are the lexical verbs s 'go' and fo 'plant' while in (2b) the target is 35 the first of these verbs only. In (1) a different situation holds in terms of the 36 distribution of the suffixes: second-person plural is marked only on the lexical 37 verb (i.e. the lexical verb is a target and the auxiliary is not) and third-person 38 plural is marked only on the auxiliary verb (i.e. the auxiliary is a target and the 1 lexical verb is not). These examples indicate that the features of interest in this 2 agreement relation are PERSON and NUMBER because the morphological form 3 of the target varies on this basis. However, these examples also demonstrate 4 that the CATEGORY and SYNTACTIC POSTION of the target are also important 5 factors in explaining this asymmetry. 6 In this paper, I argue that despite the complexities of the Eleme participant 7 reference system, intra-paradigmatic asymmetry between the distribution of 8 the subject suffixes can be adequately explained in terms of differing 9
AGREEMENT PREREQUISITES. Agreement prerequisites are those properties of a 10 controller-target relationship that must be met in order for agreement to occur 11 (cf. Corbett 2006 ). In relation to -i and -ri, FEATURAL PREREQUISITES account 12 for the limitation of the suffixes to second-person and third-person plural 13 controllers, while CATEGORICAL PREREQUISITES account for the differences in 14 the type of target selected. I discuss these concepts in more detail in §5. 15 Therein I show that categorical prerequisites must be interpreted broadly in 16 agreement systems involving clitic-like formatives in order to account for the 17 syntax-dependent properties of such markers ( §4.2). 18 In the discussion that follows I first give an overview of the participant 19 reference system in Eleme ( §2). I then introduce some important concepts in 20 determining agreement relationships and discuss the nature of controllers, 21 targets and domains in Eleme ( §3). Next, I demonstrate how prerequisites and 22
can be used to account for the unusual properties of this agreement relation 23 ( §4). 24
Since structurally asymmetric paradigms of this kind are at least uncommon 25 and perhaps typologically very rare, a satisfactory explanation for the 26 distribution of subject agreement morphology in Eleme must also account for 27 the circumstances in which such a system is possible. As a secondary aim of 28 this paper, I provide a historical explanation for the structural asymmetries 29 encountered in the Default Subject agreement paradigm ( §5). I argue that the 30 facts surrounding the distribution of participant reference affixes in Eleme are 31 a consequence of historical changes not found in the most closely related 32 languages and propose a 'historical layer' analysis to account for the 33 differences between these languages using data from not only Eleme, but also 34 from other members of the Ogonoid family. 35 36 37 2. PARTICIPANT REFERENCE IN ELEME 38 39 Grammatical relations in Eleme exhibit the morphosyntactic properties of a 40 nominative/accusative system. In particular, they may be identified by 41 unmarked SVO constituent order, subject prefixes, subject suffixes and object 42 suffixes. 5 There are six independent pronouns that can be assigned different 1 case roles and they are therefore not restricted to functioning as subject 2 pronouns (see Bond 2006a). 6 The full paradigm is given in Dependent person/number forms in Eleme are multitudinous. Discussion here 9
will be restricted to the distribution of the most pervasive forms described as 10 'Default' Subject affixes. 7 The label 'Default' is favoured because while these 11 affixes are used in the majority of verbal paradigms in Eleme, they need to be 12 distinguished from other types of bound subject marking in the language. 8 
13
When a verb stem is marked only with the affixes belonging to this paradigm 14 there is a default reading of perfective aspect and past time reference. 15 However, they are also found in Habitual, Continuous, and Proximative 16 constructions amongst others, where overt TAM morphology indicates that the 17 perfective reading no longer holds. Given the correct TAM and discourse 18 conditions, the verb stem is marked by both subject prefixes and subject 19 suffixes simultaneously. 20 5 Gender is not marked morphologically in Eleme. In this paper, where the gender of the participants is irrelevant, 's/he' or 'him/her' will be used in the English translations. 6 Following Siewierska (2004: 17), morphological and prosodic independence are taken to be characteristic properties of independent pronoun. They are typically separate words that may take primary stress (cf. English unstressed pronouns which are used anaphorically). In contrast, dependent person markers typically exhibit decreased morphological independence and phonological substance in comparison to independent forms. 7 Capitalised terms refer to language specific categories (see Haspelmath 2007 : 125 for discussion and references). 8 Other agreement paradigms in the language are referred to as the 'Anterior-Perfective prefixes' and the 'High Tone prefixes' (Bond 2006 (Bond , 2009 ). Fraser & Corbett (1997) distinguish two uses of the term 'default' in the literature and conclude that 'normal case defaults' are the general cases that apply normally, while 'exceptional' case defaults are used only as a last resort. The former is concerned with typicality, while the latter is concerned with exceptionality. The language specific category 'Default Subject', as used in this paper, refers to normal case defaults. See Corbett (2006: 147-151 ) for discussion.
In Default Subject paradigm, prefixes have low tone, with the exception of 1 first-person plural, which has mid tone (Table 2) . 9 The vocalic quality of each 2 prefix is constrained by vowel harmony with the initial vowel of the stem, or, 3
in the case of a nasal prefix, by the initial consonant. Vowel harmony does not 4 † † † persist across word boundaries in Eleme (Bond 2006a: 62-6) . The second-5 person and third-person prefixes have the form o -/e -before stems beginning 6
with Set A vowels /e i i o u u / and  -/ -before stems beginning with Set B 7 vowels /a a     / . 10 The form of the first-person singular prefix is 8 conditioned by the initial consonant of the verb stem (m -before bilabial 9 consonants,  -before a velar plosive,  m -before a labial-velar and n -10 elsewhere). Some free variation exists in the form of the first-person plural 11 prefix, which may be realised either as n-or more commonly as r -. This 12 form is not subject to vowel harmony; it is invariably realised as a nasal vowel 13 and is therefore an open vowel regardless of the succeeding stem. 14 15 values presented and ignores the distributional differences highlighted in (1)  26 and (2). Furthermore, data such as those in (4) further rule out the possibility 27 that -r is an epenthetic (with -i as the underlying plural suffix) or that -ri is an 28 allomorph of -i. 13 When attached to identical mono-moraic verb roots, the 29 second-person plural suffix -i syllabifies with the preceding root resulting in a 30 CVV syllable, as in (4a), while given the identical environment, the third-31 person plural suffix -ri forms a disyllabic verb stem, as in (4b). 32 33 12 Historical evidence presented in §5.1 suggests that -i derived from a second-person plural object pronoun; the synchronic viewpoint concerning the featural properties of -i adopted here is thus consistent with this possible origin. 13 In attempting to justify a decompositional analysis of [r] , an anonymous reviewer suggests that -ri may be decomposed into a marker of plurality, -i, plus an epenthetic consonant [r] . Phonological evidence from Gokana, one of Eleme's close relatives, concerning epenthesis with the use of the second-person plural suffix suggests this may be a plausible historical analysis (see §5.1) yet synchronically, this is clearly not the case. Recall from the examples in (3c) and (3d) that second-person singular is 21 indicated by a subject prefix alone, namely  -/o -, while second-person plural 22 employs the same subject prefix together with a subject suffix, -i. In this  23 section I demonstrate that the second-person prefix has properties of anaphoric 24 agreement, while the second-person plural suffix has properties of 25 grammatical agreement. 15 
26
Evidence that  -/o -and -i do not constitute parts of a discontinuous 27 morpheme can be seen in constructions where independent pronouns are 28 present but the default subject prefixes are not. For example, in (8), there are 29 no subject prefixes; the independent pronouns function as subjects. In the 30 presence of the independent pronoun, no additional morphology is necessary 31 on the verb with a second-person singular subject, illustrated in (8a). The 32 examples in (8b) and (8c) show that, with a second-person plural independent 33 pronoun as subject, the grammatical agreement suffix is not obligatory, 34 although grammaticality judgements indicate omission of the second-person 1 plural suffix is dispreferred. This cannot be the case with the second-person 2 prefix rather than an independent pronoun since the interpretation would be 3 that there is a singular subject, as in (8d).
One important asymmetrical aspect of this agreement system is a mismatch 14 between the features of the subject prefix  -/o -and the -i suffix; the subject 15 prefix indicates second-person and is unspecified for number, while the suffix 16
indicates second-person and plurality. Despite bearing the same features as the 17 independent pronoun, it is not possible for the second-person plural subject 18
suffix -i to function as a marker of anaphoric agreement; it must be 19 accompanied by an anaphoric pronoun (either independent or bound). This is 20 supported by the ungrammaticality of (9a). In contrast, the imperative in (9b)  21 is permissible, and yet lacks a second-person prefix; in Siewierska's (2004)  22 terms it lacks an overt controller. 23 24
While it is common cross-linguistically for imperatives to occur without a 29 pronominal subject, agreement categories such as person and number are 30 frequently retained in such constructions, even when the pronominal subject is 31 not (Birjulin & Xrakovskij 2001: 29) . This is the case with the Eleme 32 examples in (9b) and (10), The absence of an overt subject prefix in such 33 constructions indicates that there is a difference in the grammatical function of 34 the prefix and suffix. 35
The possible absence of an overt subject pronoun or prefix in such 41 constructions falls out from the fact that arguments must be overtly realized in 42 the form of NPs or anaphoric agreement markers in declaratives, but not in 1 imperatives. 2
In existing data, there are no examples of spontaneous speech in which the 3 second-person independent pronouns are accompanied by the second-person 4 default subject prefix, suggesting that the prefix functions as an argument. For 5 instance, in a collection of three procedural texts, containing 81 clauses, 6 second person singular subjects account for 55 of the clausal subjects. Of 7 these, only two involve the independent pronoun and neither of these 8 examples have the independent pronoun and the subject prefix. Second-person 9 plural subjects were not present in this informal sample. 10 11
3.3 Third-person affixes 12 13 Turning now to third-person subjects, the examples given in (3e) and (3f) 14 exhibit a superficially similar pattern to the one found in (3c) and (3d) for the 15 second-person. In the preceding discussion it was argued that the second-16 person plural subject suffix -i may only be involved in grammatical 17 agreement. In the discussion that follows, it is argued that the third-person 18 plural subject suffix -ri may be involved in both grammatical and anaphoric 19 agreement. 20 The examination of texts reveals that reference to a third-person plural 21 subject is often restricted to the presence of the subject suffix only, as in (11) 
The data in (11) and (12) demonstrate that -ri can be used without other 5 morphology to make reference to a controller in a non-local domain. 6 When a third-person plural subject NP is present, the -ri suffix is obligatory. 7
In (13), the subject suffix exhibits properties of grammatical agreement. Note 8 also that in this example, as in (11) and (12) 15 'The soldiers killed a thief. ' 16 17 The examples in (14) and (15) The distribution of the second-person and third-person prefixes with 4 independent pronouns and NP subjects demonstrates that these prefixes do not 5 allow the presence of an overt controller, while the first-person prefixes and 6 the default subject suffixes do. In particular, the distribution of the second-7
person prefixes suggest that they always show anaphoric agreement. The first-8 person plural prefix is always obligatory and thus both permits the presence of 9 an overt controller and is required when an overt controller is present. These 10 distribution characteristics contrast those of the first-person singular prefix, 11 the second prefix and the third person prefix, which can be omitted in the 12 presence of an independent pronoun. None of the subject prefixes require an 13 independent pronoun in subject argument position 14
The subject suffixes vary in terms of their obligatoriness: at least the third-15 person plural suffix -ri is obligatory in the presence of a overt controller, while 16 -i may be omitted in the presence of an independent pronoun bearing the same 17 features. This is not the case when the prefix o -/ -is in subject argument 18 position since this would result in the interpretation that the subject is singular, 19 not plural. Conversely, none of the Default Subject prefixes require a 20 pronominal element in subject argument position (either because they are 21 themselves in that position or because the argument is covert). The suffixes 22 differ in that the second-person plural form -i requires a pronominal element 23 to be in subject position (either an independent pronoun or pronominal 24 agreement prefix) while the third-person plural form -ri does not. 6 'They used to slaughter goats. ' 7 8 The constructions in (23) differ from the SVCs exemplified in (18) In this section I argue that the intra-paradigmatic asymmetries evident in 7
Eleme can be best understood in the context of their diachronic development. 8
Evidence is offered that suggests that the second-person plural suffix -i 9 developed at an earlier stage in the history of the Ogonoid languages than the 10 third-person subject suffix -ri. In the absence of historical records, the 11
proposal presented here represents a plausible hypothesis that is based on the 12 synchronic language facts of both Eleme and the other Ogonoid languages 13 ( §5.1). This is followed by an in-depth look at the distribution of the default 14 subject suffixes in Baan. The forms in these two paradigms share a number of phonological 31 similarities with the default subject prefixes in Eleme set out in 
The similarity between the independent pronouns in Kana and Gokana and 13 the bound subject forms in Eleme suggests a common origin for these forms. 14 Of particular interest here, however, are the differences between the second-15
person and third-person forms in Kana and Gokana and the comparable 16 markers in Eleme. For instance, in Gokana second-person singular and 17 second-person plural subjects are both marked by the same independent 18 pronoun oo , as indicated in the paradigm in (32). Recall that in Eleme the 19 default second-person subject prefixes exhibit a similar conflation marked 20 using o -/ -, where the exact form is subject to harmony. In Gokana, as in 21
Eleme, the number distinction between second-person singular and plural is 22 maintained by the use of the suffix -i(i) marking the plural forms, as 23 exemplified in (33) . The length of the vowel in the stem determines the vowel 24 length of the suffix. An epenthetic consonant is required to break up sequences 25 of three or more vowels, and has the form [r] after a sequence of two oral 26 vowels, as in (33b) and [n] after a sequence of two nasal vowels, as in (33c) 27 (Hyman & Comrie 1981: 34, 35 
While there are clear similarities between the second-person plural suffixes in 4 the two languages, epenthetic consonants are not used in this environment in 5
Eleme and the length of the second-person plural suffix does not vary 6 according to the stem to which it is attached. However, in Gokana, as in 7
Eleme, the second-person plural suffix is iterated across all available targets in 8
SVCs. In (34), the second-person plural suffix is attached to both the lexical 9 verb stems in the construction, but the subject pronoun oo only occurs once. 
32
'We chose you (PL).' 33 34
'We divided you (PL). ' 7 Eleme has a similar bound object pronoun with the form -ii used for first-8 person plural and second-person plural objects, and under certain conditions 9 (i.e. in constructions containing the locative-applicative clitic =ru  ) second-10 person singular objects too. A typical example with only a plural interpretation 11 of the object suffix is provided in (36 Eleme (e.g. because it partly concerns the use of epenthetics that do not occur 26 under similar conditions in Eleme) it is not possible at this stage to provide 27 any additional support in favour of extending or validating their proposal. 28 While Eleme and Gokana show some similarity in that they both employ a 29 second-person plural suffix as part of their participant reference systems, 30 Eleme differs from both Kana and Gokana in the marking of third-person 31 arguments. As indicated in the paradigms in (31) and (32), Kana and Gokana 32 have distinct independent singular and plural third-person forms and no 33 additional morphology is employed to mark the number of the subject. In 34
Eleme the default third-person subject prefixes are conflated as e -/ -, and 35 third-person plural is distinguished from the singular by the suffix -ri. This 36 contrasts with the form a ba in Kana (Ikoro 1996: 118) , bae in Gokana 37 (Hyman & Comrie 1981: 20-3) , and aba in Tai (Nwí-Bàrì 2002: 1), which 38 are cognates of the Eleme independent pronoun a ba . Since it does not appear 39 to be attested in either Kana, Gokana or indeed Tai, the third-person plural 40 suffix -ri may well be an independent development in Eleme, or at least in the 1 western Ogonoid languages. 2 A summary of the differences between the cognate subject marking forms 3 in Kana, Gokana and Eleme is provided in Table 4.  4 As noted above, third-person plural forms involving a voiced bilabial plosive 5 and a low vowel are attested in all of the eastern Ogonoid languages. In 6
Eleme, a range of third-person plural forms with a similar shape exist, 7
including the third-person plural independent pronoun a ba , the third-person 8 plural anterior-perfective prefix ba-, the object suffix -ba. Given this 9 evidence, it seems unlikely that -ri derived from a third-person plural object 10 suffix. In fact, -ri occurs in complementary distribution with the third-person 11 plural logophor -ba (Bond 2006b ), which is probably derived from a reflex of 12 the object suffix -ba in an analogous way to the third-person singular logophor 13
(and possibly the second-person plural suffix) in Gokana, given this is a 14 common pathway for the development of logophors (Hyman & Evidence from the pronominal and agreement systems of the other described 3
Ogonoid languages suggests that while -i is shared by at least one other 4 member of the family, -ri is unattested elsewhere, suggesting it may be an 5 innovation in Eleme. The auxiliaries with which the third-person plural subject 6 suffix is found in Eleme do not appear to have cognates in the other described 7
Ogonoid languages. This suggests that these auxiliaries were not auxiliaries in 8 the protolanguage and that they are likely to be more recent innovations. I 9 argue here that the distribution of -i and -ri corroborate this analysis in that -ri 10 may occur on auxiliaries while -i may not. 38 'You (PL) are about to swim (a swim).' 39 40 In (37) the location of the second-person plural subject suffix -i in relation 41 to the verb root is consistent with examples throughout this paper. However, 42 in Continuous and Proximative Constructions that have a third-person plural 43 subject, the relevant agreement marker precedes rather than follows the lexical 1 verb root. For example, the third-person plural agreement marker has the form 2 -ra in the Continuous construction in (38a), and -ri in the Proximative 3 construction in (38b), exhibiting vocalic properties harmonic with the 4 aspectual morphemes. 21 In each case the -rV formative precedes the lexical 5 verb root d 'swim', with which if forms a phonological word. 6 7 (38) (a) ka-ra-d d 8 ka-ra-d  d 9
CONT-3PL-swim swim 10 'They are swimming (a swim). ' 11 12 (b) k -ri-d d 13 k -ri-d  d 14 PROX-3PL-swim swim 15 'They are about to swim (a swim).' 16 17 At first sight, the location of the third-person plural subject suffix in (36a) and 18 (36b) is significantly different from the examples presented so far in that it 19 precedes rather than follows the lexical verb root. This appears to be 20 inconsistent with the claims that the -ri (and the variant -ra) is a suffix. 21 However, comparison of the distribution of the affixes in (36) and (37) with 22 those in (23) and (24) suggests they may have an analogous structure: in both 23 sets examples, the second-person plural suffix -i consistently attaches to the 24 lexical verb root; similarly in both sets of examples, the third-person plural 25 suffix -rV precedes the lexical verb and follows some other element that 26 contributes grammatical meaning to the verb phrase. These parallels suggest 27 that the constructions in (36) and (37) 21 The examples provided in this paper do not reflect Eleme orthography, but rather represent a phonemic transcription of the language. Notably, this has repercussions for the examples in (36) where the final vowel of the verb stem d 'swim' is deleted under a process of elision (see Bond 2006:72-8 for details). The examples in (37a) and (21a) illustrate a pertinent contrast with those in (36a) and (21a) respectively because while this sort of elision is possible when the subject is third-person plural, it isn't when the agreement morphology is secondperson plural -i due to the syllabification constraints Eleme exhibits. 26 'You (SG) are eating meat. ' 27 28 Despite the differences in vowel quality between a-/ka-and e-/e-, the 29 distribution and function of the Progressive/Continuous markers in Eleme, Tai  30 and Gokana suggest that these forms have a shared origin. While independent 31 internal evidence to support this vocalic change is currently unavailable, data 32 from Kana suggest that the loss of the initial voiced velar plosive in certain 33 instances of the progressive form in Gokana is an intermediary stage between 34 this construction type. He comments that "The meaning of the Eleme construction seems to be not only progressive but also specifically present" (Wolff 1964:46) . It is not clear from this comment or from the examples provided whether this refers to a restriction of the progressive to the present tense or that the progressive in Eleme had developed the broader characteristics associated with the present tense. See Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca (1994) for discussion of the similarities between present tense and imperfectivity. It was demonstrated in the preceding discussion that ka-is synchronically compatible with past, present and future time reference. 6 'He is entering into a vehicle. ' 7 8 According to Ikoro (1996:165) , progressive aspect in Kana is indicated by 9
an "invariable unbound morpheme aa", as shown in (11 earlier later Table 5 . 5
Summary of properties of the Default Subject agreement suffixes 6 7 As a secondary goal of their paper, and the relative historical development of 8 the two suffixes have also been explored. The different properties of -i and -ri 9 are summarized in Table 5.  10 One important property of the use of the suffixes, which governs their 11 distribution in discourse, concerns their participant roles they index in the 12 speech act. The second-person plural suffix -i indexes a speech act participant 13 (i.e. the addressee), while the third-person plural suffix -ri indexes a non-14 speech act participant. The featural prerequisites required for the use of the 15 default subject suffixes are PERSON This intra-paradigmatic variation aligns with the type of agreement relations 23 -i and -ri are involved in, in that the grammatical agreement properties of -i 24 are restricted to second-person while the ambiguous agreement properties of 25 -ri align with third person. The distribution of the default subject affixes in 26 relation to independent pronouns differs according to the person/number 27 properties of the relevant argument. In particular, the default subject suffixes 28 are disparate in their behaviour. In terms of the relationship between 29 grammatical agreement and pronominal function, the second-person plural 1 suffix is best characterised as a grammatical agreement marker; the third-2 person plural subject marker, while also involved in grammatical agreement, 3
does not exhibit the same constraint son having an overt pronominal or NP in 4 subject position. 5 I have also shown that the differences observed in the behaviour of the two 6 suffixes correspond to synchronic data that suggests -ri developed later than -i 7 in the history of the Ogonoid family. This comparative approach helps to 8 account for different prerequisites and conditions on the distribution of the 9 second-person plural and third-person plural suffixes in AVCs and SVCs. The 10 categorical prerequisites that apply for agreement with second-person plural 11 controllers in the earlier historical layer are purely lexical in nature, whereas 12 the later historical layer, which involves agreement with third-person plural 13 controllers, also requires reference to a categorical domain i.e. the VP and a 14 reference point within that domain. This suggests that categorical prerequisites 15 that align with less grammaticalized structures than those which can be 16 modelled in terms of lexical categorical prerequisites alone. 17
